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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . During a telephone conversation with Kirk DeNiro on 12/22/05 a provisional election 
was made without traverse to prosecute the invention of an integrated circuit, clainfis 1-46 and 
50-56. Affirmation of this election must be made by appUcant in replying to this Office action. 
Claims 47-49 and 57-62 are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 

CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

Applicant is reminded that upon the cancellation of claims to a non-elected invention, the 
inventorship must be amended in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .48(b) if one or more of the 
currently named inventors is no longer an inventor of at least one claim remaining in the 
appUcation. Any amendment of inventorship must be accompanied by a request imder 37 CFR 
1 .48(b) and by the fee required under 37 CFR 1 . 17(i). 

2. Note: The terms: "capable of is not positively recited limitation. Therefore, the 
limitations followed this term are not considered the claimed limitations. If the appUcant would 
like to claim the limitations; it is suggested that the appUcant delete this term from claims 1, 2, 
21, 22, 31, 37, 38, 43-46, 50, and 51, 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1, 2, 43, 44, and 50-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lattimore (6,243,776). 

Regarding claim 1, Lattimore discloses an integrated circuit (figure 4) comprising: an 
interface including a first contact coupled to a first transceiver (the line connected to the 
transceiver 152/188) and a second contact coupled to a second transceiver (see col. 3, lines 38-39 
where Lattimore teaches that for a 64-bit bus, the circuit is repeated 64 times. Therefore, the 
second transceiver is in one of the repeated circuits); wherein the integrated circuit is operable in 
a first mode and a second mode (see col. 3, lines 20-28 where Lattimore teaches that the driver, 
receiver, and driver/receiver are selectable to operate in uni-directional and bi-directional 
modes). Lattimore does not specifically disclose during the first mode of operation, the first 
transceiver is capable of transmitting and receiving signals and the second transceiver is capable 
of transmitting and receiving signals and during the second mode of operation, the first 
transceiver is capable of only transmitting signals and the second transceiver is capable of only 
receiving. However, to configwe the first mode and the second mode as claimed is a matter of 
choice because the driver, receiver, and driver/receiver in the system of Lattimore are 
configurable. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to configure the first and the second modes as claimed to meet the 
design criteria of a particular implementation. 

Regarding claim 2, Lattimore discloses a control logic, coupled to the integrated circuit, 
is capable of generating a control signal and wherein the integrated circuit operates in the first 
mode of operation responsive to the control signal (see control signal ENABLE_A_TO_B in 
figure 4). 
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Regarding claim 43, Lattimore discloses a circuit comprising: an interface having a 
plurality of contacts including a first set of contacts (see figure 4) and a second set of contacts 
(see coL 3, lines 38-39 where Lattimore teaches that for a 64-bit bus, the circuit is repeated 64 
times. Therefore, the second transceiver is in one of the repeated circuits), and, control logic, 
coupled to the interface (a control logic that generates the ENABLE signal), capable of 
configuring the contacts to transmit and receive. Lattimore does not expUcitly disclose 
configuring the first set of contacts to transmit and the second set of contacts to receive. 
However, to configure the first set of contacts to transmit and the second set of contacts to 
receive is a matter of choice because the driver, receiver, and driver/receiver in the system of 
Lattimore are configurable. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to configure the first and the second set of contacts 
as claimed to meet the design criteria of a particular implementation. 

Regarding claim 44, the third set of contacts is another repeated contacts as shown in 
figure 4 and the motivation for configuring the third asset of contacts is the same as the 
motivation for configuring the first and second set of contacts. 

Regarding claim 50, claim 50 includes a first integrated circuit, which is the same as the 
circuit described in claim 1 and the second integrated circuit is the circuit shown on the right side 
of figure 4. Therefore, it is subject to the same rejection. 

Regarding claim 51, Lattimore discloses in figure 1 a plurality of integrated circuits 
(processor, RAM, ROM, adapter. . .) connected to each other via a bus 12. The third circuit as 
claimed is one of these integrated circuits. The content and the configuration of the third 
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integrated circuit is described in previous paragraph. Therefore, it is subject to the same 
rejection. 

Regarding claims 52-56, as shown in figure 1, printer, processor, computer, graphic card 
(display adapter) are connected to the bus. Other circuits such as video game console can also be 
connected to the bus. 

5. Claims 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lattimore 
(6,243,776) in view of Moy (2003/0158994). 

Regarding claims 5-6, Lattimore does not specifically disclose the control signal is 
generated in response to a user selectable setting at initialization or during normal operating 
mode. However, Moy discloses a user can enter specified state command during initialization or 
during operations (see paragraph 0022). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have a user setting at initialization 
and during operation as taught by Moy in the system of Lattimore in order to give the operator 
more control of the system operation. 

6. Claims 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lattimore 
(6,243,776) in view of Ogilvie et al (2005/0080942). 

Regarding claims 10-14, Lattimore does not specifically disclose the control logic is 
included in another integrated circuit and the control logic has information regarding bandwidth 
requirement, executable instruction, apphcation software program, operating software program. 
However, Ogilvie discloses a microcontroller 118 (control logic) has information regarding 
bandwidth requirement (bandwidth allocation) and executable software program (see figure 1 
and paragraph 0032). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time the invention was made to include the control logic as taught by Ogilvie in the 
system of Lattimore in order to allocate the bandwidth to the system when needed. 

7. Claims 15-16, 25-28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lattimore (6,243,776) in view of Leger et al (5,771,356). 

Regarding claims 15-16, Lattimore does not specifically disclose the control signal is 
generated in response to a number of data packets waiting to be transmitted or waiting to be 
received. However, Leger discloses monitor and compare the number of packets in the buffer 
with a threshold and issue a control signal in response to the number of packets in the buffer 
exceed the threshold (see col. 3, lines 1-13). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate a control signal in 
response to a number of data packet waiting to be transmitted or received as taught by Leger in 
the system of Lattimore in order to, for exanq)le, prevent system overflow. 

Regarding claims 25-28 and 30, Lattimore does not specifically disclose the use of a 
threshold in order to conpare the measured value with the threshold to control or reconfigure the 
system when needed. However, Leger discloses the use of a threshold (see threshold in the 
abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use a threshold as taught by Leger in the system of Lattimore to set 
limit for bandwidth, temperature, power consumption, latency in order to meet the design criteria 
of a particular implementation. 

8. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lattimore 
(6,243,776) in view of Ledbetter et al (5,485,602). 
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Regarding claim 23, Lattimore does not specifically disclose the control signal is 
generated periodically. However, Ledbetter discloses that control signal can be generated 
periodically or no periodically (see claim 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate the control signal 
periodically as taught by Ledbetter in the system of Lattimore in order to periodically update 
system parameters. 

9. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lattimore 
(6,243,776) in view of Amini et al (5,265,21 1). 

Regarding claim 24, Lattimore does not specifically disclose the control logic generates a 
control signal in response to an override signal. However, Amini discloses the use of an override 
signal (see col. 3, lines 61-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the override signal as taught by Amini in 
the system of Lattimore in order to override other information when needed. 

10. Claims 31-41, 45, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lattimore (6,243,776) in view of Sessions (6,606,576). 

Regarding claims 3 1-33 and 37-40, Lattimore does not specifically disclose a third mode 
in which the second transceiver is disabled and a phase and impedance calibration are performed. 
However, disabling a channel and perform calibration on that channel is well known in the art. 
Sessions discloses disabling a channel and performs calibration on that channel (see abstract). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to perform the caUbration as taught by Sessions in the system of Lattimore 
in order to adjust the system when needed. 
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Regarding claims 34-36, Lattimore does not specifically disclose disable the second 
transceiver when failure is detected. However, it is obvious that a failure transceiver should be 
disabled. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to disable the second transceiver in order to avoid routing data packets to 
a failure transceiver. 

Regarding claim 41, Lattimore discloses the control signal is an enable signal (see enable 
signal in figure 4). 

Regarding claim 45, Lattimore discloses a third set of contacts can be added as described 
in previous paragraph. Lattimore does not specifically the third set of contacts is disabled. 
However, Sessions discloses a channel can be disabled for caUbration (see abstract). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to disable the third set of contacts so that the third set of contacts can be calibrated in order 
to ensure that the third set of contacts are operating properly. 

Regarding claim 46, Lattimore discloses the first set of contacts as shown in figure 4 and 
additional set of contacts including second, third, and forth set of contacts and configure each set 
of contacts as described in previous paragraph. Lattimore does not specifically discloses the forth 
set of contacts is disabled. However, Sessions discloses a channel can be disabled for calibration 
(see abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to disable the third set of contacts so that the third set of contacts 
can be calibrated in order to ensure that the third set of contacts are operating properly. 
1 1 . Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lattimore 
(6,243,776) in view of Craft et al (2004/0054830). 
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Regarding claim 42, Lattimore does not specifically disclose the deserializer and the 
serializer. However, Craft discloses this feature (see 120, 150, 160 in figure 1). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use the serializer and deserializer as taught by Craft in the system of Lattimore in order 
to convert between serial and parallel data transmission. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claims 3, 4, 7-9, 17-22, and 29 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not reUed upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Krishnamurthy et al (6,181,166), Robbins et al (6,457,089), and ArimiUi et al 
(6,725,304). 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian D. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3084. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-6:00 Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-3 126. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
syst^V^ontact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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